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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

KRISTINA BROMUND,
nka KRISTINA HENRICKSON,

Supreme Court Case No. 47602

Petitioner-Respondent,
vs.

KURT E. BROMUND,
Respondent-Appellant.

CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL
Appeal from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada.
HONORABLE GERALD F. SCHROEDER

JOHN A. MILLER

KEVIN E. DINIUS

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT

BOISE, IDAHO

NAMPA, IDAHO

000001

ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. CV-DR-2008-16162
Ü
Ü
Ü
Ü

Kristina Bromund
Petitioner,
vs.
Kurt Bromund
Respondent.

Location: Ada County District Court
Judicial Officer: Schroeder, Gerald F.
Filed on: 08/27/2008
Case Number History:

CASE INFORMATION
Statistical Closures
11/17/2008
Closed

Case Type:

B1a- Divorce With Minor
Children

Case Flags: Clerk Alert
DATE

CASE ASSIGNMENT
Current Case Assignment
Case Number
Court
Date Assigned
Judicial Officer

CV-DR-2008-16162
Ada County District Court
04/18/2019
Schroeder, Gerald F.

PARTY INFORMATION
Petitioner

Bromund, Kristina

Respondent

Bromund, Kurt E

DATE

Lead Attorneys
Dinius, Kevin Eugene
Retained
208-475-0100(W)
Miller, John Andrew
Retained
208-336-3553(W)
EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT

08/27/2008

Initiating Document - Domestic Relations
New Case Filed - Domestic Relations

08/27/2008

Complaint Filed
Complaint Filed

08/27/2008

Summons Filed
Summons Filed

08/27/2008

Joint Restraining Order Regarding Property
Joint Tro Property

08/27/2008

Joint Temporary Restraining Order Regarding Children
Joint Tro Children

08/27/2008

Order to Attend Focus on Children
Order To Attend Focus On Children 9/18/08

09/17/2008

Acknowledgment of Service
Acknowledgement Of Service 9/2/08

09/22/2008

Case Status Report - Focus On Children
Case Status Report - Focus On Children

10/07/2008

Case Status Report - Focus On Children
Case Status Report - Focus On Children
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ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. CV-DR-2008-16162
10/20/2008

Case Status Report - Focus On Children
Case Status Report - Focus On Children

10/24/2008

Hearing Scheduled
Hearing Scheduled (Default Divorce 11/17/2008 01:00 PM)

11/17/2008

Hearing Held
Hearing result for Default Divorce held on 11/17/2008 01:00 PM: Hearing Held ~ Granted

11/17/2008

Affidavit in Support of Application
Affidavit Of Default

11/17/2008

Order for Entry of Default
Order Of Default

11/17/2008

Judgment
Judgment

11/17/2008

Supplemental Custody Order
Supplemental Custody Order

11/17/2008

Civil Disposition Entered
Civil Disposition entered for: Bromund, Kurt E, Defendant; Bromund, Kristina, Plaintiff.
Filing date: 11/17/2008

11/17/2008

Status Changed
STATUS CHANGED: Closed

11/17/2008

Judgment - Divorce
Party (Bromund, Kristina)
Party (Bromund, Kurt E)

08/08/2018

Petition Stipulation or Motion to Modify Decree of Divorce
Motion for Contempt

08/08/2018

Declaration
of Kristina Henrickson in Support of Motion for Contempt

08/14/2018

11 Notice of Judge Assignment Change
Judge McDevitt

08/15/2018

II Notice

of Arraignment (10.11.2018 @9:00am)

10/09/2018

10/09/2018

Affidavit of Service
(8/22/18 Kurt)

11 Notice

Respondent's Acknowledgment of Rights and Notice of Non-Guilty Plea and Asserting
Affirmative Defenses

10/11/2018

12/21/2018

CANCELED Arraignment - Contempt (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: McDevitt, Annie)
Vacated

11 Notice of Substitution of Counsel
(Miller for Kurt)
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ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. CV-DR-2008-16162
01/02/2019

01/02/2019

Motion
Motion for Entry of Order

II Memorandum In Support of Motion
Memorandum in Support of Motion

01/02/2019

Notice of Hearing
(01.24.2019 @9:00am)

01/14/2019

Amended
Amended Notice of Hearing (03/07/19@9:00am) - Motion

01/24/2019

CANCELED Motion Hearing (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: McDevitt, Annie)
Vacated
for Entry of Order Clarifying Division of Military Retirement

02/28/2019

Opposition to
Motion for Order Clarifying Division of Military Retirement

03/04/2019

Memorandum
Respondent's Reply Memorandum

03/07/2019

Motion Hearing (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: McDevitt, Annie)
for Entry of Order Clarifying Division of Military Retirement

03/07/2019

II Court Minutes

03/12/2019

II Order

Order Clarifying Division of Military Retirement

03/12/2019
04/18/2019

Civil Disposition Entered
Appeal Filed in District Court
Notice of Appeal

04/18/2019

ll Notice of Appeal

04/19/2019

II Family Law Case Information Sheet

05/01/2019

II Order

Governing Procedure on Appeal (No Transcript)

05/06/2019

Order
Retirement Benefits Court Order (Corrected)

06/05/2019

Brief Filed
Appellate Brief

07/03/2019

Brief Filed
Respondent's Brief
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ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. CV-DR-2008-16162
07/26/2019

Brief Filed
Appellant's Reply Brief

07/31/2019

Notice of Hearing
Oral Argument (08/22/19)

08/13/2019

Notice of Oral Argument
(Reset to 09/05/2019)

08/22/2019

CANCELED Oral Argument (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Schroeder, Gerald F.)
Vacated

09/05/2019

Oral Argument (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Schroeder, Gerald F.)

09/05/2019

Court Minutes (Judicial Officer: Schroeder, Gerald F. )

10/18/2019

Decision or Opinion
on Appeal

10/22/2019

Motion
Motion to Enforce Judgment and Decree of Divorce

10/22/2019

Declaration
Declaration of Sarah Hallock-Jayne in Support of Motion to Enforce Judgment and Decree of
Divorce

10/22/2019

Notice of Hearing
(11.12.19 @ 9:30AM)

11/12/2019

CANCELED Motion Hearing (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: McDevitt, Annie)
Vacated
to enforce Jugment

11/13/2019

Notice of Hearing
Amended Notice of Hearing (12/17/19 @ 9:30)

11/27/2019

Notice of Appeal
(Miller for Kurt)

11/27/2019
12/17/2019

12/17/2019

Appeal Filed in Supreme Court
Motion Hearing (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: McDevitt, Annie)
To Enforce Judgment and Decree of Divorce
Court Minutes

DATE

FINANCIAL INFORMATION
Petitioner Bromund, Kristina
Total Charges
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of ╘1/8/2020

283.00
283.00
0.00

Respondent Bromund, Kurt E
Total Charges

310.00
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ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. CV-DR-2008-16162
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of ╘1/8/2020

310.00
0.00
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Kristina Bromund
8000 Wesley Dr
Boise ID 83704
869-3287

J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clerk .
By A. LYKE
DEPUTY

Pro se Plaintiff

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA

)

KRISTINA BROMUND,

~

·Plaintiff,
-vs'

KURT E. BROMUND,

)
)
)

)

___________
Defendant.

CV DR 0816162
COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE
'

)
)

)

COMES NOW the above-named Plaintiff, and for cause of action against the
Defendant complains and alleges as follows:

1.

RESIDENCE.

Plaintiff is now, and for more than six (6) weeks prior to

the commencement of this action has been, a bona fide resident of the State of Idaho.

2.

MARRIAGE. Plaintiff and Defendant were married on October 26, 1990, at

Boise, Idaho, and ever since have been and now are husband and wife. The parties
separated on or about December 21, 2005.

3. CHILDREN.

Two (2) children have been born as issue of the marriage of

the parties, nam_ely:

COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE - -1
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4. JURISDICTION. Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 32-11-209, Plaintiff states

that the minor(s)' present address is 8000 Wesley Drive, Boise, Ada County, Idaho. The
children have lived with Plaintiff in Idaho for the last 2 years and prior to that, they lived
with Plaintiff in the State of Washington. Plaintiff has not participated in any other litigation
concerning the custody of the children in this or any other state; has not been informed of
any custody proceeding concerning the children pending in a court of this or any other state; and does not know of any person not a party to this action who has physical custody
of the child(ren) or claims to have custody or visitation rights with respect to the children.

5.

CARE AND CUSTODY.

The residential care, custody and

control of the minor children of the parties should be awarded as follows:
Jointly to Plaintiff and Defendant, with Plaintiff as the primary residential custodian,
with reasonable rights of visitation in Defendant as the parties may agree or as set forth in
· a formal Parenting Agreement to be provided at the time of hearing.

6.

CHILD SUPPORT. Defendant should be ordered to pay Plaintiff monthly

child support according to the Idaho Child Support Guidelines. The base amount per
month should be $1,140.00. After proper adjustments for the costs of medical insurance
premiums, currently$ 0 and the allocation of the income tax exemption(s)/credit(s)
(+)$65.00, the net monthly support should be $1,205.00. Attached hereto is the Affidavit
Verifying Income and Child Support Worksheet by which these amo·unts were determined.

Upon the termination of the support obligation for Nicholas, the net child support
shall be $813.00/mo for the remaining child.

The net child support obligation should continue until each child's eighteenth (18th)
birthday or emancipation. If at the age of 18 and not emancipated, the child is still in high
school, then support should continue until he or she discontinues or graduates high school
or attains the age of 19 years, whichever occurs earliest.

COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE - -2
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7. HEALTH INSURANCE/COSTS. As long as the underlying support obligation is
in force, Defendant should provide health insurance coverage for the children if available
through his employer at reasonable cost and the cost of such coverage plus any ·
deductibles and uncovered medical expenses, including but not limited to dental,
orthodontic and ophthalmic, should be treated and apportioned directly between the
parties according to their Guidelines percentages, Plaintiff 24%;Defendant 76%.
After receiving written notification from the other parent of any final, uncovered
medical expense for the children, the notice-receiving parent should be required to pay
his/her percentage share of such expenses within twenty (20) days.

8. COMMUNICATIONS. The parties should be required to give each other current
address and telephone number information so that there may be communications about
the child(ren).

9.

PROPERTY/ASSETS.

During the course of their marriage, the parties have acquired community property
which has heretofore been amicably divided between them and each should be confirmed
in the separate ownership of that property in his or her respective possession.
·,

During the course of their marriage, the parties have acquired certain items of
community property, which should be divided between them, along with any indebtedness
thereon, as indicated on Exhibit attached hereto and by this reference made a part of this
Complaint.

1O. RETIREMENT ASSET. Plaintiff should be awarded her community interest
share of Defendant's eventual military retirement benefits. Her share of said benefit should
be dete~ined by the following formula:

Number of days of the marriage
Number of days of Defendant's active duty

X

1
2

X

Net disposable
retirement benefit

COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE - -3
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The Court should retain jurisdiction over this subject matter until such time as this
asset is succes~fully allocated pursuant to a domestic relations or equivalent order, if
necessary. The parties should be required to keep each other mutually· current on mailing
addresses so that they may smoothly effectuate the distribution of this asset promptly
upon its inception. Defendant should be required to keep Plaintiff timely apprised of the
effective date of his retirement from the military.

11.

COMMUNITY DEBTS.

During the course of their marriage and prior to their separation, the parties have
incurred certain items of community debt, which they should be ordered to assume and ·
pay respectively, as set forth on the Exhibit attached hereto and by this reference made a
. part of this Complaint.

Each party should be required to execute any and all documents necessary to
effectuate the above described division of properties, personal and real, in a timely
manner. Each party should be required to indemnify and save the other party harmless
from the claims of creditors of debts assigned to the respective parties.

12. . SEPARATE DEBTS.

It should be specifically ordered that separate

debts of Plaintiff and Defendant shall be paid by the party that incurred the debt and that
any debts in~urred by either of the parties after the date of their separation should be paid
by the party incurring the same or assumed as that party's sole and separate debt without
liability to the other party.

13.

GROUNDS FOR DIVORCE.

During the course of the marriage of the

parties, irreconcilable differences have arisen between them which create substantial
reason for not continuing the marriage and establish sufficient ground for dissolving the
marriage.

COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE - -4
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14.

MISCELLANEOUS. Defendant should be required to execute and deliver to

Plaintiff a Quitclaim deed of his interest in the property at 8000 Wesley Drive, Boise, Idaho
within 30 days of the date of divorce. Defendant should be awarded the income tax
exemption/credits for the children and his child support adjusted accordingly.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for Judgment as follows:

A.

That the bonds of matrimony heretofore and now existing between the

parties be dissolved and forever set aside, and the Plaintiff be awarded an absolute and
final decree of divorce from
the Defendant;
,
B.

That custody of the minor children of the parties, and visitation therewith, be

awarded as set out in above;
C.

That child support payments and arrangements for health insurance be

awarded as set out above;
D.

That the separate and community property of the parties, if any, be divided

between them as set forth on the attached Exhibits;
E.

That the community indebtedness of the parties, if any, be allocated

between them as set forth on the attached Exhibit;
F.

For such other and further relief as the court shall deem just and appropriate

in the premises.

DATED: August 18, 2008.

~

\ AA~•

ill Os,]:, J\Rml I

N2\

<

(Plaintifrs signature)
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF IDAHO

)
) ss.

COUNTY OF Ada

)

Kristina Bromund, being first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states that she is the
Plaintiff in the foregoing action; she has read the Complaint, knows the contents thereof,
and the facts stated therein are true and correct to the best of her knowledge and belief.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me the 18th day of August , 2008.

Residing at Boise, Idaho.
Commission expires: 12-6-13

COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE - -6
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EXHIBIT TO COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE
PAGE

OF

PAGES

COMMUNITY. PROPERTY TO BE DIVIDED BETWEEN THE PARTIES:
Description of Item

Plaintiff Defendant

rx,

* Community residence at 8000 Wesley Drive,
*

Boise

Idaho

* 2006 Saturn Ion

* Audi
* community share of military retirement benefits

L.J

r7
L.J

r7
L.J

r-7.
L.J

[xJ

L.J

r7

L.J

El

D

~

r7
L.J

r7
L.J

r7

*
*
*

*

*

*

*
*
*

L.J

r7

L.J

r7
L.J

r7

r-,
L.J

r-,
L.J

.r--,

r7
L.J

r7
L.J

r7
L--1

r7

. r7

r7

L.J

L.J

*

*

; L.J

L.J

L.J

L.J

r7
LJ

r7

L--1

r7
L.J

r7
L.J

r7
LJ

L.J

r7

r7
L.J

r7
L.J

r7
L.J

r7

*

r7

L.J

r7

*

r7

r7

L.J

. L.J

r7
L.J

. r7

r7
L.J

L.J
r7

L.J

Quality Legal Forms
Exhibit

2308 N. Cole Rd, Suite C * Boise, ID 83704
Telephone (208) 377-2'127
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EXHIBIT TO COMPLAINT FOR DIVORCE
OF

PAGE

PAGES

COMMUNITY DEBTS TO BE ALLOCATED BETWEEN THE PARTIES:
Plaintiff

NAME OF CREDITOR

All debt on 8000 WesJey Drive, Baise ID

X

All debt on 2006 Saturn Ion

X

Defendant

EXHIBIT "C"

000014

In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada
Kristina Bromund
Plaintiff,

vs

Case No.

Affidavit Verifying Income

Kurt Bromund
Defendant,

I hereby state under oath that the following information is true.
A. GROSS INCOME

Father

Mother

$72,000
$0
$0

$23,000
$0
$0

$0

$0

8. Other

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

9.SUBTOTAL

$72,000

$23,000

6. Non Court Ordered Deductions

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0'
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

7. DEDUCTIONS SUBTOTAL

$0

$0

$72,000
$0
$0
$72,000
$6,000

$23,000
$0
$0
$23,000
$1,917

1. Wages, salary, commissions, bonuses, etc.
2. Rent, royalties, trade, or business income, etc.
3. Interest, dividends, pensions, annuities, etc.
4. Social sec., worker's comp, unemployment, disability, veteran
ben., etc.
5. Public Assistance, welfare for......._ Self
Children
6. Alimony
7. Grants, distributions from trusts, etc.

B. DEDUCTIONS FROM GROSS INCOME
1. Straight line depreciation on assets
2. One-half of self-employment Social Security taxes
3. Child support + alimony from another relationship
4. Support for child of another relationship living in the home
5. Deduction for spousal maintenance in this case

C. GROSS INCOME AS ADJUSTED
0. IN-KIND BENEFITS (I.C.S.G. Section 6(b))
E. POTENTIAL INCOME (I.C.S.G. Section 6(c))
F. GUIDELINES INCOME (C + D + E)

G. MONTHLY ICSG INCOME (F / 12 months)
Signature of Party Submitting
Subscribed and sworn to before me on

~

Income Affidavit - Page 1 of 1
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In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada
Kristina Bromund

Case No.

Plaintiff,

vs

Standard Custody
Child Support Worksheet

Kurt Bromund

Defendant,

CHILDREN

.!3IRTHDATE

1.
3.
5.
7.

CUSTODY
Joint

CHILDRl;N

BIRTH DATE

2.
4.
6.

CUSTODY
Joint

8.

1. Monthlv I.C.S.G. Income (from Affidavit)
2. Percentaae Share of Income (Each Parent)
3. Child Suaaort Obliaation
4. Each Parents Child Suooort Obliqation
5. Recommended Child Support Order for noncustodial parent

Plaintiff
$1,917
24%

Defendant
$6,000
76%

Combined
$7,917
$1,504

$364

$1,140

· $1,140

Other Costs to be Considered by the Court

$0

a. Work-Related Child Care Costs
b. Health insurance premium and uninsured health care
expenses
c. Tax benefit for dependancy exemptions

$0
$65

Comments, Calculations, or Rebuttals

Prepared By

Date

Standard Custody - Child Support Worksheet - Page 1 of 1
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In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada
Kristina Bromund
Plaintiff,

vs

Case No.

Continued Support Worksheet

Kurt Bromund
Defendant,
Beginning the month after
amount per month:
Monthly Support:

Taxes:

reaches the age of

$771

, Father shall pay the following
·
Health Insurance:
$-0

$42

Bottom Line:

$813

==========================================-=================================
As of 9/10/201 0 when Joshua tums 18, no children will remain in the home.

============================================================================

Continued Support Worksheet - Page 1 of 1
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Kristina Bromund
8000 Wesley Dr
Boise ID 83704
869-3287

Plaintiff appearing Pro Se

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE

- -FOURTH
----

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF

THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF

KRISTINA BROMUND
Plaintiff,

)
)
)

)
)

vs.

ADA
-------

CASE NO. CVDR 0816162
ORDER FOR DEFAULT

)

)
)

KURT E. BROMUND
Defendant.

)

)

IN THIS ACTION, the Defendant, haying been regularly served
with process and not having appeared within the time limited
·therefore by law, and Plaintiff having shown by affidavit that
Defendant is not in the military service of the United States of
America and is not an infant or an incompetent person, and the
Defendant not having appeared at the trial hereof this matter,
either in person or by counsel;
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the default of the Defendant be
entered herein.
Dated this

I7

ORDER FOR DEFAULT

L

000018

· Kiistina Bromund
8000 Wesley Dr
Boise !D 83704
869-3287

'

Nov 1 7 200a

'

f J. DAVID a-H
NAVARRO Cl
erk
1

•

·•

Pro se Plaintiff

C\11 ,...

,,..~ IV'II

1

Y J. BIEHL

., DEPUTY

· IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
. OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA

KRISTINA BROMUND,
Plaintiff,

)
)
)

CV DR 0816162

)

-vs-

)
)
)

KURT E. BROMUND,
Defendant.

JUDGMENTANDDECREE
OF DIVORCE

)
)
)

This matter having come on regularly for hearing in the courtroom of the above.

.

entitled Court, Plaintiff appearing in person; and it appearing to the Court that due and
proper service of process as. required by law was had on Defendant and Defendant having
failed to appear and plead; and the default of Defendant having been duly entered
according to law; and the matter having been tried on Plaintiff's Complaint and Plaintiff
having testified and submitted evidence in support of the Complaint; and findings of fact
and conclusions of law having been waived by reason of Defendant's failure to appear;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows:

1.

DISSOLUTION OF MARRIAGE. That the bonds of matrimony heretofore

existing between the parties be, and they are hereby, dissolved, and the Plaintiff is hereby
awarded an absolute divorce from the Defendant on the grounds of irreconcilable
differences.

JUDGMENT AND DECREE OF DIVORCE - -1
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3. CHILDREN.

Two (2) children have been born as issue of the marriage of

the parties, namely:

4.

CARE AND CUSTODY.

The residential care, custody and

control of the minor children of the parties is hereby awarded to Plaintiff and Defendant, as
joint legal and physical custodians, with Plaintiff as the primary residential custodian, with
reasonable rights of visitation in Defendant as the parties may mutually agree.

5.

CHILD SUPPORT. Beginning December 1, 2008, Defendant shall pay to

Plaintiff monthly child support according to the Idaho Child Support Guidelines. The base
amount per month shall be $1,140.00. After proper adjustments for the costs of medical
insurance premiums, currently $ 0, and the allocation of the income tax
exemption(s)/credit(s) (+)$65.00, the net monthly support shall be $1,205.00.

Upon the termination of the support obligation for Nicholas, the net child support
shall be $813.00/mo for the remaining child.

The net child support obligation shall continue until each child's eighteenth (18th)
birthday or emancipation. If at the age of 18 and not emancipated, the child is still in high
school, then support shall continue until he discontinues or graduates high school or
attains the age of 19 years, whichever occurs earliest.

6. HEALTH INSURANCE/COSTS. As long as the underlying support obligation is
in force, Defendant shall provide health insurance coverage for the children if available
through his employer at reasonable cost and the cost of such coverage plus any
deductibles and uncovered medical expenses, including but not limited to dental,
orthodontic and ophthalmic, shallbe treated and apportioned directly between the parties
according to their Guidelines percentages, Plaintiff 24%;Defendant 76%.

JUDGMENT AND DECREE OF DIVORCE - -2
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After receiving written notification from the other parent of any final, uncovered
medical expense for the children, the notice-receiving parent shall pay his/her percentage
share of such expenses within twenty (20) days.

7. COMMUNICATIONS. The parties shall give each other current address and
telephone number information so that there may be communications about the children.

8.

PROPERTY/ASSETS.

During the course of their marriage, the parties have acquired community property
which has heretofore been amicably divided between them and each is hereby confirmed
in the separate ownership of that property in his or her respective possession.

During the course of their marriage, the parties have acquired certain items of
community property, which are hereby divided between them, along with any
indebtedness thereon, as indicated on Exhibit attached hereto and by this reference made
a part of this Decree.

9. RETIREMENT ASSET. Plaintiff is awarded her community interest share of
Defendant's eventual military retirement benefits. Her share of said ~enefit shall be
determined by the following formula:

Number of days of the marriage
Number of days of Defendant's active duty

X

1
2

X

Net disposable
retirement benefit

The Court shall retain jurisdiction over this subject matter until such time as this
asset is successfully allocated pursuant to a domestic relations order or its equivalent, if
necessary. The parties shall keep each other mutually current on mailing addresses so
that they may smoothly effectuate the distribution of this asset promptly upon its inception.

JUDGMENT AND DECREE OF DIVORCE - -3
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Defendant shall keep Plaintiff timely apprised of the effective date of his retirement from
the military.

10.

COMMUNITY DEBTS.

During the course of their marriage and prior to their separation, the parties have
incurred certain items of community debt, which they are ordered to assume and pay
respectively, as set forth on the Exhibit attached hereto and by this reference made a part
of this Decree.

Each party shall execute any and all documents necessary to effectuate the above
described division of properties, personal and real, in a timely manner. Each party shall
be required to indemnify and save the other party harmless from the claims of creditors of
debts assigned to the respective parties.

11.

SEPARATE DEBTS.

It is specifically ordered that separate debts of

Plaintiff and Defendant shall be paid by the party that incurred the debt and that any debts
incurred by either of the parties after the date of their separation (December 21, 2005)
shall be paid by the party incurring the same or assumed as that party's sole and separate
debt without liability to the other party.

12.

MISCELLANEOUS. Defendant shall execute and deliver to Plaintiff a

Quitclaim deed of his. interest in the property at 8000 Wesley Drive, Boise, Idaho within 30
days of the date of divorce. Defendant is hereby awarded the income tax
exemption/credits for the children and his child support has been adjusted accordingly.
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COMMUNITY PROPERTY TO BE DIVIDED BETWEEN THE PARTIES:
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Quality Legal Forms
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2308 .N. Cole Rd, Suite C * Boise, ID 83704
Telephone (208) 377-2'127
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EXHIBIT TO DECREE
PAGE

OF

ZOR DIVORCE
PAGES

COMMUNITY DEBTS TO BE ALLOCATED BETWEEN THE PARTIES:
Plaintiff

NAME OF CREDITOR

All debt on 8000 WesJey Drive, Baise ID
. All debt on 2006 Saturn Ion

;

(

Defendant

X
X

.

EXHIBIT "C"
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF
IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER RE: CHILD SUPPORT
• A. CHILD SUPPORT DUE DATE: Child support shall be due on the first day of the month
.· ,. after the order is filed with the Clerk unless otherwise ordered in the decree or support order.
'

, B. METHOD OF PAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT:
1. Child support shall be sent to the following address unless otherwise ordered in the
·
decree or support order:
Idaho Child Support Receipting
P.O. Box 70008
Boise, Idaho 83707-0108
2. Payments will be accepted by personal check, cashier's check or money order, which
shall identify the case number and names of the plaintiff and defendant.
3. Both parties shall promptly notify both the court and Idaho Child Support Receipting at
the address above, of any change in address.
4. Payments made directly to the custodial parent or to the child, rather than to Idaho Child
Support Receipting, may, in the absence of a court order authorizing direct payment, be
considered a gift if an action is commenced to enforce child support.
C. DURATION OF SUPPORT OBLIGATION: Unless modified by a subsequent order of the
court, the obligation to pay child support shall continue until the youngest child reaches
eighteen (18) years of age. If a child is still attending high school after age eighteen (18), the
support obligation continues until the child completes high school or reaches age nineteen
: '
·'
(19), whichever is earlier.
. D. NOTICE OF INCOME WITHHOLDING: Unless otherwise ordered by the court, child
support is enforceable by an automatic and immediate income withholding. This means that
income withholding shall be enforced by a withholding order issued to the obligor's (paying
party's) employer without additional notice to the obligor.
E. ENFORCEMENT BY CONTEMPT: Willful violation of an order to pay child support is
contempt. Punishment for contempt may include a fine ofup to $5,000 for each violation,
jail up to thirty (30) days for each violation, and suspension of certain licenses.
ATTACHED TO AND MADE A PART OF THE DECREE OR ORDER, BY ORDER OF THE
COURT, THIS_.....,../_7..,..__ _ DAYOF

~

, 2008.

· ~ J;{?t1c,,/)a-J
TERRY R. McDANIEL
Magistrate Judge

Supplemental Order RE: Child Support

10/98
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•
No. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

2£)

FILED
/'•
A.M. _ _ _ _ P.M._ _ _ __

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA

Plaintiff,
vs.

l

Case No.:

I

le\t~ (j~- \ ~ \ ~ j_

SUPPLEMENTAL CUSTODY ORDER

Defendant.

NOTICE! READ THIS DOCUMENT CAREFULLY. THERE MAY BE SEVERE PENALTIES FOR ANY VIOLATION OF THIS COURT ORDER.
The provisions of this Supplemental Order govern the acts of the parties so long as this Court's
order governs custody and visitation of any minor children of the parties. If the provisions of any
other current decree or order of this court conflict with the terms of this order, the terms of the
other decree or order shall control.
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows:
1. Each parent shall treat the other with dignity and respect in the presence or hearing of the
children. Neither parent shall engage in any angry or emotional discussions, conduct, or displays that are intended, or may be reasonably expected, to cause the children to feel reluctant,
unwilling, or guilty about leaving the parent or spending time with the other parent. Neither
parent shall criticize or speak badly about the other parent in the presence or hearing of the
children, nor allow others to do so. Each parent shall encourage a healthy and loving relationship between the children and the other parent.
2. Each parent shall provide appropriate care and supervision while the minor children are in the
parent's care and control. Appropriate care and supervision includes providing regular and
nutritious food, clean and appropriate clothing, sanitary living and sleeping quarters, and appropriate health care.
3. Each parent shall inform the other of, and respond to reasonable inquiries from the other concerning, all significant health, educational, law enforcement and religious information relating to the minor child. Each parent has an equal right to all records containing such informa-

L

Supplemental Custody Order - 1
7-29-99 - TCA
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•

•

tion. Upon the request of the other parent, each shall sign and deliver consents or releases
necessary to enable the other parent to obtain such information and records.
4. When the children are in the care of a parent, that parent may take the children to such reasonable places and engage in such reasonable activities as that parent may choose.
5. Each parent shall have the children ready and available for. all scheduled exchanges of the
children. Persons delivering and receiving the children shall be on time for all exchanges. If
given reasonable notice, each parent shall send with the children the children's special and
additional clothing and equipment as may be appropriate for the activities planned during the
other parent's period of care. Any such special items shall be returned at the conclusion of
the period of care.
6. Neither parent shall plan or schedule activities for the minor children during the other parent's period of care without first obtaining the consent of the other parent, which consent
shall not be unreasonably withheld.
7. Either parent may correspond with the children while they are in the care of the other parent ,
and the correspondence shall not be censored. Each parent shall allow reasonable telephone
contact between the children and the other parent and shall afford privacy to the children for
telephone calls.
·
8. A parent shall not reduce or deny the other parent's period of care of the children on account
of nonpayment of child support, nor shall a parent withhold or reduce child support payment
on account of missed periods of care.
9. Neither parent shall communicate with the other through the minor children, but shall communicate directly with each other.
10. The parent caring for the children shall not allow the children to be absent from that parent's
residence for more than 48 hours without first providing to the other parent information about
how the children can be reached during the period of absence.
11. Each parent shall keep the other informed of the parent's home and work address and telephone number. Each shall also keep the other informed of the address and telephone number
of the children's schools and regular work-related child care providers.
12. A parent's period of care of the children, as ordered by the court, shall not be changed except
by agreement of the parties or further order of the court. If a parent wishes to change a period
of care, that parent shall communicate with the other parent and shall not change the period
of care unless the other parent consents.
13. Neither parent shall move the children's residence to a place which will make the ordered
custody and visitation schedule impractical or significantly more difficult or expensive without prior written consent of the other parent or an order of the court.

WILLFUL VIOLATION OF THIS ORDER IS CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY RESULT IN PENALTIES INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, A FINE OF UP TO $5000
AND UP TO FIVE DAYS IN JAIL FOR EACH VIOLATION, AN AWARD OF COSTS
AND ATTORNEY FEES AGAINST YOU, AND SUCH OTHER SANCTIONS AS THE
COURTMAYDEEMAPPROPRIATE.
\/)
DATED

jl/m) /7,
l

Supplemental Custody Order - 2
7-29-99 - TCA

']

,,-}'7")

,t_uv

5r'

,./4~ Jr
_

fl

~C\

LJ

Magistrate Judge
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Electronically Filed
8/8/2018 5:40 PM
Fourth Judicial District, Ada County
Christopher D. Rich, Clerk of the Court
By: Jennifer Montgomery, Deputy Clerk

Kevin E. Dinius
Sarah Hallock-Jayne
DINIUS LAW
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130
Nampa, Idaho 83687
Telephone:
(208) 475-0100
Facsimile:
(208) 475-0101
ISB Nos.
5974, 5745
kdinius@diniuslaw.com
shallockjayne@diniuslaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND
nka KRISTINA HENRICKSON,
Plaintiff,
-vsKURT E. BROMUND,
Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. CV-DR-0816162
MOTION FOR CONTEMPT

COMES NOW, Plaintiff KRISTINA BROMUND nka KRISTINA HENRICKSON, by
and through her attorney, Kevin E. Dinius, of the firm Dinius Law, and moves this Court for an
order as follows:
1.

Finding Defendant KURT E. BROMUND in contempt of court for violation of

MOTION FOR CONTEMPT - 1
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this Court’s Judgment and Decree of Divorce (“Order”) entered on November 17, 2008;
2.

Imposing sanctions against the Defendant for being in contempt pursuant to Idaho

Code §§ 7-610 and 7-611;
3.

Requiring Defendant to pay all attorney fees and costs incurred by Plaintiff in

bringing this motion pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-121, 7-610, and Rules 54 and 75 of the Idaho
Rules of Civil Procedure; and
4.

For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

This Motion is based on the Declaration of Kristina Henrickson in Support of Motion for
Contempt filed concurrently herewith and is brought pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 7-601, 7-604, 7610, 7-611 and Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 75.
NOTICE OF PENALTIES
(Pursuant to Idaho Code § 7-610)
Upon the answer and evidence taken, the court or judge must determine
whether the person proceeded against is guilty of the contempt charged,
and if it be adjudged that she is guilty of the contempt, a fine may be
imposed on her not exceeding five thousand dollars ($5,000), or she may
be imprisoned not exceeding five (5) days, or both; except that if the
contempt of which the defendant be adjudged guilty be a disobedience of a
judgment or order for the support of minor children, she may be
imprisoned not exceeding thirty (30) days in addition to such fine, under
this section, as the court may impose. Additionally, the court in its
discretion, may award attorney’s fees and costs to the prevailing party.
DATED this 8th day of August, 2018.
DINIUS LAW
By_/s/ Kevin E. Dinius________________
Kevin E. Dinius
Sarah Hallock-Jayne
Attorneys for Plaintiff
dd/T:\Clients\H\Henrickson, Kristina 24616\Bromund divorce\Motion for Contempt.doc
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NO. -----=FUD=----A.M.-----P.M. _ _ __

MAR 12 2019
PHIL McGRANE, Clerk
By CASSIE JARDINE
OEPl1TY

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,

Case No. CV-DR-2008-16162

Petitioner,
vs.

ORDER CLARIFYING DIVISION
OF MILITARY RETIREMENT

KURT BROMUND,
Respondent.

The parties' stipulated Judgment and Decree of Divorce ("Judgment") was filed on
November 17, 2008. The Judgment provides:
Plaintiff is awarded her community interest share of Defendant's eventual military
retirement benefits. Her share of said benefit shall be determined by the following
formula:
Number of days of the marriage/Number of days of Defendant's active duty x 1/2
x Net disposable retirement benefit
The Court shall retain jurisdiction over this subject matter until such time as this
asset is successfully allocated pursuant to a domestic relations order or its
equivalent, if necessary.
Judgment, page 3 (emphasis added).
The parties cannot agree as to the dollar amount that should be substituted for "net
disposable retirement benefit." Respondent essentially argues that the net disposable
retirement benefit should be calculated using a formula valuing what the retirement
would have been upon the date of divorce. This formula was codified by the National
Defense Authorization Act of 201 7. Petitioner argues the net disposable retirement
benefit is the total amount of Respondent's current retirement benefit. To resolve this

ORDER - PAGE 1
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dispute the Court looks to both the law in effect at the time of the Judgment, rather than
the new law effective 2017, and the language of the Judgment itself to determine the
parties' intent.
There are two different methods for apportioning the benefits: the accrued benefit
method and the time rule method. "The accrued benefit method values the community
interest as one-half of the difference between the value of the retirement account at the
date of divorce and the value at the date of marriage." Barley v. Smith, 149 Idaho 171,
184-185, 233 P.3d 102, 115-116 (2010) (quoting Hunt v. Hunt, 137 Idaho 18, 21 , 43 P.3d
777, 780 (2002)). This is essentially what is called for by the National Defense
Authorization Act of 2017. "Conversely, '[t]he time rule values the community interest
in the retirement benefits as one-half of the fraction of the years of the community service
under the plan, divided by the total years of service."' Id.
In other words, the accrued benefit rule values the retirement at the time of
divorce, while the time rule method values the retirement at the time of retirement. "[I]t
can be argued that using the time rule is equivalent to giving the non-member spouse an
interest in the member's separate property. On the other hand, using the accrued benefits
approach is tantamount to saying that the time contributed during the earlier years of
employment is ofless value than the later years." Hunt, 13 7 Idaho at 21; 43 P .3d at 780.
The Court finds the parties' intended to utilize the time rule method. This is
evident by the formula they agreed upon in the stipulated Judgment. The parties valued
the community interest in Respondent's retirement benefits as one-half of the fraction of
the years of the community service divided by the total years of service. Additionally,

ORDER - PAGE 2
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the parties' use of the words "eventual military retirement benefits" signifies they were
looking to utilize the eventual retirement amount Respondent would receive.
The Court directs the parties to work together to draft an order dividing the
military retirement benefits using the dollar amount of Respondent's net disposable
retirement benefits upon the date of his retirement.

0.NNIEQMCDEVITT, Magistrate Judge

ORDER - PAGE 3
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I hereby certify that on the 12th day of March 2019, I served a true and accurate
photocopy of the foregoing document to the persons identified below by the method indicated:

Attorney for Petitioner
Kevin Dinius
efile@d i niuslaw .com

Attorney for Respondent
John Miller
filings@boiselawgroup.com

Phil McGrane

ORDER - PAGE 4
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Electronically Filed
4/18/2019 2:47 PM
Fourth Judicial District, Ada County
Phil McGrane, Clerk of the Court
By: Chasz Davis, Deputy Clerk

John A. Miller
BOISE LAW GROUP
Attorneys at Law
250 S. 5th St., Suite 850
Boise, ID 83 702
Telephone: (208) 336-3553
Facsimile: (208) 331-6618
Email: John@BoiseLawGroup.com
iCourt: Filings@BoiseLawGroup.com
Idaho State Bar# 5821
Attorneys for the Respondent
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,
Case No.: CV-DR-2008-16162
Petitioner,
NOTICE OF APPEAL

vs.
KURT E. BROMUND,
Respondent.

TO: The Honorable Annie 0. McDevitt and the Petitioner, Kristin Bromund, and her
attorney of record Kevin Dinius:
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT:

1.

The above-named Respondent, Kurt Bromund, appeals against the above named

Petitioner to the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the
County of Ada, from the Magistrate Division of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District
of the State ofldaho, in and for the County of Ada, The Honorable Annie 0. McDevitt presiding.
2.

This Appeal is taken from the Order entered on March 12, 2019.

3.

This Appeal is taken upon matters law and fact.

4.

The proceedings of the original hearings were recorded by tape and the tapes are

NOTICE OF APPEAL - 1
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in the possession of the Clerk of the Court.
5.

Pursuant to Rule 83G) and (k) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Appellant

believes a transcript is not required. If the District Court determines a transcript is required of
any of the proceedings, the estimated transcript cost will be paid within fourteen (14) days of the
District Court's order directing the preparation of a transcript.
6.

Issues on Appeal:

The Magistrate Court's characterization and division of

Petitioner's military retirement pay in such manner as to award his former spouse that portion of
his retirement pay attributable to his increase in rank after the date of the divorce.
7.

This Appeal is brought pursuant to Rule 83(a) of the Idaho Rules of Civil

Procedure and FLRP 823.
DATED this 18th day of April 2019.
BOISE LAW GROUP
Attorneys for the Respondent/Appellant

By: /s/ John A. Miller
John A. Miller, of the firm
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 18th day of April 2019, I caused to be served a true and
correct copy of the foregoing document by the method and address indicated below to the
following:
Kevin Dinius
Sarah Hallock-Jayne
Dinius Law
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Ste 130
Nampa ID 83687

iCourt: kdinius@diniuslaw.com
U.S. MAIL
HAND DELIVERED
FACSIMILE: Fax #
OVERNIGHT MAIL

And
Cassie Jardine
In Court Clerk to Judge Annie McDevitt

[ ✓]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

EMAIL: cjardine@adacounty.id.gov
U.S. MAIL
HAND DELIVERED
FACSIMILE: Fax #
OVERNIGHT MAIL

/s/ Angela Sheets
Legal Assistant
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Filed: 05/06/2019 09:41:16
Fourth Judicial District, Ada County
Phil McGrane, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Jardine, Cassandra

Kevin E. Dinius
Sarah Hallock-Jayne
DINIUS LAW
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130
Nampa, Idaho 83687
Telephone:
(208) 475-0100
Facsimile:
(208) 475-0101
ISB Nos.
5974, 5745
kdinius@dinius law. com
shallodqayne@diniuslaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff/Petitioner

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND
nka KRISTINA HENRICKSON,
Plaintiff/Petitioner,
-vsKURT E. BROMUND,
Defendant/Respondent.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. CV-DR-0816162
RETIREMENT BENEFITS COURT
ORDER

-----------)
JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS:
1.

DIVISION OF MILITARY RETIRED PAY: The former spouse is awarded a

percentage of the member's (Defendant/Respondent's) disposable military retired pay. Pursuant
to Judgment and Decree of Divorce, Plaintiff/Petitioner is awarded her community interest share

RETIREMENT BENEFITS COURT ORDER - 1
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of Defendant/Respondent's military retirement benefits.

Plaintiff/Petitioner's share of said

benefit shall be determined by the following formula:
Number of days of marriage
X
Number of days of Defendant's active duty

1
2

X

Net disposable
retirement benefit

Specifically, the total number of days of marriage is 6,597 days (October 26, 1990
through November 17, 2008). The total number of days of Defendant/Respondent's active duty
is 9,905 days (March 18, 1991 through April 30, 2018).
IT IS SO ORDERED.

Signed: 5/6/2019 09:35 AM

~~~

HonoreAnnieM~

RETIREMENT BENEFITS COURT ORDER - 2
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, hereby certify that I filed the foregoing electronically through the
iCourt Idaho eFiling System, which caused the following parties or counsel to be served by
electronic means, as more fully reflected on the notice of electronic filing:
Kevin E. Dinius
Sarah Hallock-Jayne
DINIUS LAW
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130
Nampa, Idaho 83687

□
□
□
□
x
□

US Mail
Overnight Mail
Hand Delivery
Facsimile - No. (208) 475-0101
E-file - efile@diniuslaw.com

John A. Miller
BOISE LAW GROUP
250 S. 5th St., Suite 850
Boise, ID 83 702

□
□
□
□

US Mail
Overnight Mail
Hand Delivery
Facsimile - No. (208) 388-1300
E-file - John@BoiseLawGroup.com

~

PHIL McGRANE
Signed: 5/6/2019 09:41 AM

Deputy Clerk

dd/T:\Clients\H\Henrickson, Kristina 24616\Bromund divorce\Retirement Benefits Court Order.doc
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Filed: 10/18/2019 15:09:43
Fourth Judicial District, Ada County
Phil McGrane, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Lyke, Martha

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA

KRISTINA BROMUND,
Petitioner/Respondent,
vs .

Case No. CV-DR-2008-16162
OPINION ON APPEAL

KURT BROMUND,
Respondent/Appellant.

ATTORNEY FOR THE RESPONDENT/APPELLANT: JOHN A. MILLER
ATTORNEY FOR THE PETITIONER/RESPONDENT: KEVIN DENIUS

I. NATURE OF THE CASE
Kurt Bromund appeals from a decision by the magistrate "clarifying division of military
retirement."

II. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
The parties were married on October 26, 1990. The appellant entered military service
on March 18, 1991. He was still a member of the military when the judgment at issue was
entered. Two children were born as issue of the marriage in 1990 and 1992. Kristina
Bromund, the respondent in this appeal, filed for divorce. The complaint set forth a formula
for the allotment of military retirement benefits. The appellant did not appear and plead. A
judgment and decree of divorce was entered by default on November 17, 2008, making the
following disposition of the military retirement benefits:
Retirement Asset. Plaintiff is awarded her community interest share of
Defendant's eventual military retirement benefits. Her share of said benefits
shall be determined by the following formula:

ORDER RE ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS - PAGE 1
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Number of days of the marriage
Number of days of Defendant's active duty

x

1
2

x Net disposable
retirement benefit

The Court shall retain jurisdiction over this subject matter until such time as this
asset is successfully allocated pursuant to a domestic relations order or its
equivalent, if necessary. The parties shall keep each other mutually current on
mailing addresses so that they may smoothly effectuate the distribution of this
asset promptly upon its inception. Defendant shall keep Plaintiff timely apprised
of the effective date of his retirement from the military. Id. at 3-4.
The formula entered in the Judgment is the same as that claimed in the complaint. It
conformed to federal law at the time the judgment was entered. On August 8, 2018, the
respondent filed a motion for contempt, asserting that the appellant was in contempt for
violating the court's November 17, 2008 Judgment and Decree of Divorce. Her supporting
declaration stated that the appellant had recently retired from the military and had refused to
provide her with his current address and effective retirement date. See Motion for Contempt;
Declaration of Kristina Henrickson in Support of Motion for Contempt. According to the
appellant he retired from active military duty on April 30, 2018, which was after the
amendment to 10 U.S.C. § 1408 in 2016.
Following a hearing, the magistrate entered an order clarifying division of military
retirement, and on May 6, 2019, entered a "retirement benefits court order."

Ill. ISSUES ON APPEAL
The appellant asserts the following issues in this appeal: (1) "did the magistrate court
err in its identification and definition of the community property portion of the Respondent's
military retirement pay?" and (2) "was the Court's finding that the decree was entered
pursuant to the parties' stipulation, and consequently reflected the parties' mutual
agreement, supported by the procedural history or terms of the decree?" Brief of Appellant
at 2.
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IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW

When a district judge considers an appeal from a magistrate judge (not involving a
trial de novo), the district judge is acting as an appellate court, not as a trial court. State v.
Kenner, 121 Idaho 594, 596, 826 P.2d 1306, 1308 (1992). The interpretation of law or

statute is a question of law over which the Court has free review. State v. Miller, 134 Idaho
458, 462, 4 P.3d 570, 574 (Ct. App. 2000).
This Court conducts the following analysis, when an exercise of discretion is involved.
The Court first considers whether the trial court perceived the issue as one of discretion.
Second, the Court considers whether the trial court acted within the boundaries of such
discretion and consistently with any legal standards applicable to specific choices. And
finally, the Court considers whether the trial court reached its decision by the exercise of
reason. Cameron v. Neal, 130 Idaho 898, 902, 950 P.2d 1237, 1241 (1997).
V. ANALYSIS
1. Identification/Definition

The appellant contends the magistrate erred in her identification and definition of the
community property portion of his military retirement pay. The magistrate stated "the Court
looks to both the law in effect at the time of the Judgment, rather than the new law effective
2017, and the language of the Judgment itself to determine the parties' intent." Order
Clarifying Division of Military Retirement at 2. The relevant authority for this statement is the
federal statute which provides:
The amendments made by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to any
division of property as part of a final decree of divorce, dissolution, annulment,
or legal separation involving a member of the Armed Services to which section
1408 of title 10, United States Code, applies that becomes final after December
23, 2016. National Defense Authorization Act, PL 15-91, 2017 HR 2810, 131
Stat. 1283.
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The subsequent amendment to federal law is not applied retroactively by its terms .
Consequently,

the

appellant's assertions concerning the applicability of the 2017

Amendment to 10 U.S.C. §1048 fail.
2. The Nature of the Judgment

The appellant also contends that the magistrate seems to have placed significant
weight on her belief that the decree was entered by stipulation. The Order Clarifying Division
of Military Retirement makes these statements: "The parties stipulated Judgment and
Decree of Divorce . . . The Court finds that the parties' intended to utilize the time rule
method. This is evident by the formula they agreed upon in the Stipulated Judgment."
The judgment was entered by default, and is not a stipulated judgment. Cf Wershaw
v. Pierce Cattle Co., 87 Idaho 323, 393 P.2d 31 (1964) ('"A judgment by consent or
stipulation of the parties is construed as a contract between them embodying the terms of
the judgment[.]"'). See In re Marriage of George, 650 P.2d 1353, 1354 (Colo. Ct. App. 1982)
("Where parties deal at arm's length and are represented by counsel who agree to the entry
of judgment, and there is no fraud on the attorney's part or any professional dereliction of
duty inimical to the best interests of parties, a judgment entered pursuant to their stipulation
is not a default judgment, but is a stipulated judgment."). If it actually were a stipulated
judgment, "[t]he general rule is that a stipulated judgment is not subject to appellate review."
Fagen, Inc. v. Rogerson Flats Wind Park, LLC, 159 Idaho 624, 627, 364 P.3d 1189, 1192
(2016).
It may be that at the default hearing there was a representation that the parties had
agreed. This court has not seen that record. Nonetheless, the Judgment must be treated as
one by default, not stipulation.
The mischaracterization does not affect the outcome.
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See I.R.C.P. 61:
Harmless error. No error in either the admission or the exclusion of evidence
and no error or defect in any ruling or order or in anything done or omitted by
the court or any of the parties is ground for granting a new trial or setting aside
a verdict or for vacating, modifying, or otherwise disturbing a judgment or order,
unless refusal to take such action appears to the court inconsistent with
substantial justice. The court at every stage of the proceeding must disregard
any error or defect in the proceeding which does not affect the substantial rights
of the parties.
The judgment was consistent with the formula set forth in the complaint.

The

appellant was served with the complaint and did not contest the formula.
The formula utilized at the time the divorce judgment was entered was authorized by
federal law which is paramount in determining the allocation of military retirement benefits.
Subsequent to the entry of the Judgment Congress amended the law with the relation to the
allocation of such benefits. However, the National (Defense Authorization Act (NOAA) of
2017 provides in 641(b):
Application of Amendments.-the amendments made by subsection (a) shall
apply with respect to any division of property as part of a final decree of divorce,
dissolution, annulment or legal separation involving a member of the Armed
Forces to which section 1408 of title 10, United States Code, applies that
become final after the date of enactment of this Act. (Emphasis added.)
This language is conclusive of the appellant's claim.
VI. CONCLUSION

The magistrate's decision is affirmed.
The respondent seeks an award of attorney fees, asserting "Petitioner [respondent] is
entitled to her attorney fees and costs associated with this appeal pursuant to
Idaho Code § 12-121, Idaho Rules of Family Law Procedure 901-909, and all other
applicable state law." Respondent's Brief at 8.
In order to be entitled to attorney fees on appeal, authority and argument
establishing a right to fees must be presented in the first brief filed by a party
with this Court. Idaho App. R. 35(b)(5), 41; Goldman v. Graham, 139 Idaho
945, 947-48, 88 P.3d 764, 766-67 (2004). A citation to statutes and rules
ORDER RE ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- PAGE 5

000045

authorizing fees, without more, is insufficient. Goldman, 139 Idaho at 947-48,
88 P.3d at 766-67 . Although both parties cite to the Idaho Appellate Rules, they
submit no argument in their briefs as to why fees should be awarded under any
statute or contract provision. Thus, we decline to award attorney fees to either
party on appeal. Barley v. Smith, 149 Idaho 171, 187, 233 P.3d 102, 118
(2010).
The respondent's request for attorney fees is denied, as lacking authority and
argument. Additionally, the appellant was correct in the argument relative to the nature of the
judgment as a default, not stipulated.
Dated this

(

~

day of October 2019.
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I hereby certify that on _ _ October
_ _ _18,
_ 2019
_ _ _ _ _ , I served a true and correct
copy of the foregoing document as notice pursuant to the Idaho Rules to each of the parties
of record as follows:

JOHN A. MILLER
BOISE LAW GROUP
250 S. 5TH ST., SUITE 850
BOISE, ID 83709 VIA EMAIL: john@boiselawgroup.com
KEVIN DINIUS
DINIUS LAW
5680 E. FRANKLIN RD., SUITE 130
NAMPA, ID 83687 VIA EMAIL: efile@diniuslaw.com
HON. ANNIE MCDEVITT
MAGISTRATE JUDGE

PHIL MCGRANE
Clerk of the District Court
Ada County, Idaho

By

x,u.c4~
Deputy Clerk
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John A. Miller
BOISE LAW GROUP
Attorneys at Law
250 S. 5th St., Suite 300
Boise, ID 83 702
Telephone: (208) 336-3553
Facsimile: (208) 331-6618
Email: John@BoiseLawGroup.com
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Idaho State Bar# 5821
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,
Case No.: CV-DR-2008-16162
Petitioner/Respondent,

NOTICE OF APPEAL
vs.
KURT E. BROMUND,
Respondent/Appellant.

TO:

THE ABOVE-NAMED RESPONDENT KRISTINA BROMUND AND HER
ATTORNEY OF RECORD KEVIN DINIUS:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT:
1.

The above-named Appellant, Kurt Bromund, appeals against the above-named

Respondent to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Opinion on Appeal, entered in the district court
in the above-entitled action on October 18, 2019, Honorable Gerald F. Schroeder, presiding which
affirmed the final Order Clarifying Division of Military Retirement entered by the magistrate court
on March 12, 2019 A copy of the opinion from district court and the order from the magistrate
court are attached.
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2.

The Appellant has a right to appeal to the Supreme Court, and the decision and order

described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders under and pursuant to Rule 1 l(a)(2) I.A.R.
3.

A preliminary statement of the issue on appeal which the appellant intends to assert

in the appeal; provided, such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the appellant from asserting
other issue on appeal is as follows:
a. Did the District Court err in affirming the Magistrate's conclusion of law that
military retirement benefits earned after the date of the divorce were a divisible
community property asset?
b. Did the District Court err in affirming the Magistrate's conclusion that the
amendment to 10 USC 1408 which became effective after entry of the decree
but before the appellant's retirement from the military did not define the portion
of the military retirement that constitutes community property?
c. Did the District Court err in affirming that Magistrate's conclusion that the
amendment to 10 USC 1408 in 2017 does not apply to a decree of divorce
entered prior to the date of the statute's amendment?
d. Did the District Court err in affirming the Magistrate's finding that military
retirement benefits earned after the date of divorce are a community property
asset subject to the court's authority to divide?
e. Did the District Court err in finding that the Magistrate's error in holding that
the decree of divorce reflected the parties' mutual intent regarding division of
the Appellant's military retirement was harmless error?
4.

There have been on orders entered sealing any portion of the record.

5.

A reporter's transcript is not requested.
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6.

The standard clerk's record pursuant to IAR 28 is sufficient for this appeal and no

additional documents are requested.
I certify:
7.

(a) That a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on each reporter of whom a

transcript has been requested as named below at the address set out below:
None
(b) That the clerk of the district court or administrative agency has been paid the
estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript.
(c) The estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's or agency's record has been paid.
(d) The appellate filing fee has been paid.
(e) Service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Rule 20.
DATED this 27 th day of November 2019.
BOISE LAW GROUP
Attorneys for the Respondent/Appellant

By: Isl John A. Miller
John A. Miller, of the firm
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 27 th day of November 2019, I caused to be served a
true and correct copy of the foregoing document by the method and address indicated below to
the following:
Kevin Dinius
Sarah Hallock-Jayne
Dinius Law
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Ste 130
Nampa ID 83687

[ ✓]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

iCourt: kdinius@diniuslaw.com
U.S.MAIL
HAND DELIVERED
FACSIMILE: Fax #
OVERNIGHT MAIL

Cassie Jardine, Deputy Court Clerk
In Court Clerk to Judge Annie McDevitt

[ ✓]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Email: cj ardine@adacounty.id.gov
U.S. MAIL
HAND DELIVERED
FACSIMILE:
OVERNIGHT MAIL

Martha Lyke
Legal Assistant to Senior District Judges

[ ✓]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Email: dclykema@adacounty.id.gov
U.S. MAIL
HAND DELIVERED
FACSIMILE:
OVERNIGHT MAIL

/s/ Angela Sheets
Legal Assistant
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Filed: 10/18/2019 15:09:43
Fourth Judicial District, Ada County
Phil McGrane, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Lyke, Martha

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA

KRISTINA BROMUND,
Petitioner/Respondent,
vs .

Case No. CV-DR-2008-16162
OPINION ON APPEAL

KURT BROMUND,
Respondent/Appellant.

ATTORNEY FOR THE RESPONDENT/APPELLANT: JOHN A. MILLER
ATTORNEY FOR THE PETITIONER/RESPONDENT: KEVIN DENIUS

I. NATURE OF THE CASE
Kurt Bromund appeals from a decision by the magistrate "clarifying division of military
retirement."

II. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
The parties were married on October 26, 1990. The appellant entered military service
on March 18, 1991. He was still a member of the military when the judgment at issue was
entered. Two children were born as issue of the marriage in 1990 and 1992. Kristina
Bromund, the respondent in this appeal, filed for divorce. The complaint set forth a formula
for the allotment of military retirement benefits. The appellant did not appear and plead. A
judgment and decree of divorce was entered by default on November 17, 2008, making the
following disposition of the military retirement benefits:
Retirement Asset. Plaintiff is awarded her community interest share of
Defendant's eventual military retirement benefits. Her share of said benefits
shall be determined by the following formula:
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Number of days of the marriage
Number of days of Defendant's active duty

x

1
2

x Net disposable
retirement benefit

The Court shall retain jurisdiction over this subject matter until such time as this
asset is successfully allocated pursuant to a domestic relations order or its
equivalent, if necessary. The parties shall keep each other mutually current on
mailing addresses so that they may smoothly effectuate the distribution of this
asset promptly upon its inception. Defendant shall keep Plaintiff timely apprised
of the effective date of his retirement from the military. Id. at 3-4.
The formula entered in the Judgment is the same as that claimed in the complaint. It
conformed to federal law at the time the judgment was entered. On August 8, 2018, the
respondent filed a motion for contempt, asserting that the appellant was in contempt for
violating the court's November 17, 2008 Judgment and Decree of Divorce. Her supporting
declaration stated that the appellant had recently retired from the military and had refused to
provide her with his current address and effective retirement date. See Motion for Contempt;
Declaration of Kristina Henrickson in Support of Motion for Contempt. According to the
appellant he retired from active military duty on April 30, 2018, which was after the
amendment to 10 U.S.C. § 1408 in 2016.
Following a hearing, the magistrate entered an order clarifying division of military
retirement, and on May 6, 2019, entered a "retirement benefits court order."

Ill. ISSUES ON APPEAL
The appellant asserts the following issues in this appeal: (1) "did the magistrate court
err in its identification and definition of the community property portion of the Respondent's
military retirement pay?" and (2) "was the Court's finding that the decree was entered
pursuant to the parties' stipulation, and consequently reflected the parties' mutual
agreement, supported by the procedural history or terms of the decree?" Brief of Appellant
at 2.

ORDER RE ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- PAGE 2

000053

IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW

When a district judge considers an appeal from a magistrate judge (not involving a
trial de novo), the district judge is acting as an appellate court, not as a trial court. State v.
Kenner, 121 Idaho 594, 596, 826 P.2d 1306, 1308 (1992). The interpretation of law or

statute is a question of law over which the Court has free review. State v. Miller, 134 Idaho
458, 462, 4 P.3d 570, 574 (Ct. App. 2000).
This Court conducts the following analysis, when an exercise of discretion is involved.
The Court first considers whether the trial court perceived the issue as one of discretion.
Second, the Court considers whether the trial court acted within the boundaries of such
discretion and consistently with any legal standards applicable to specific choices. And
finally, the Court considers whether the trial court reached its decision by the exercise of
reason. Cameron v. Neal, 130 Idaho 898, 902, 950 P.2d 1237, 1241 (1997).
V. ANALYSIS
1. Identification/Definition

The appellant contends the magistrate erred in her identification and definition of the
community property portion of his military retirement pay. The magistrate stated "the Court
looks to both the law in effect at the time of the Judgment, rather than the new law effective
2017, and the language of the Judgment itself to determine the parties' intent." Order
Clarifying Division of Military Retirement at 2. The relevant authority for this statement is the
federal statute which provides:
The amendments made by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to any
division of property as part of a final decree of divorce, dissolution, annulment,
or legal separation involving a member of the Armed Services to which section
1408 of title 10, United States Code, applies that becomes final after December
23, 2016. National Defense Authorization Act, PL 15-91, 2017 HR 2810, 131
Stat. 1283.
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The subsequent amendment to federal law is not applied retroactively by its terms .
Consequently,

the

appellant's assertions concerning the applicability of the 2017

Amendment to 10 U.S.C. §1048 fail.
2. The Nature of the Judgment

The appellant also contends that the magistrate seems to have placed significant
weight on her belief that the decree was entered by stipulation. The Order Clarifying Division
of Military Retirement makes these statements: "The parties stipulated Judgment and
Decree of Divorce . . . The Court finds that the parties' intended to utilize the time rule
method. This is evident by the formula they agreed upon in the Stipulated Judgment."
The judgment was entered by default, and is not a stipulated judgment. Cf Wershaw
v. Pierce Cattle Co., 87 Idaho 323, 393 P.2d 31 (1964) ('"A judgment by consent or
stipulation of the parties is construed as a contract between them embodying the terms of
the judgment[.]"'). See In re Marriage of George, 650 P.2d 1353, 1354 (Colo. Ct. App. 1982)
("Where parties deal at arm's length and are represented by counsel who agree to the entry
of judgment, and there is no fraud on the attorney's part or any professional dereliction of
duty inimical to the best interests of parties, a judgment entered pursuant to their stipulation
is not a default judgment, but is a stipulated judgment."). If it actually were a stipulated
judgment, "[t]he general rule is that a stipulated judgment is not subject to appellate review."
Fagen, Inc. v. Rogerson Flats Wind Park, LLC, 159 Idaho 624, 627, 364 P.3d 1189, 1192
(2016).
It may be that at the default hearing there was a representation that the parties had
agreed. This court has not seen that record. Nonetheless, the Judgment must be treated as
one by default, not stipulation.
The mischaracterization does not affect the outcome.
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See I.R.C.P. 61:
Harmless error. No error in either the admission or the exclusion of evidence
and no error or defect in any ruling or order or in anything done or omitted by
the court or any of the parties is ground for granting a new trial or setting aside
a verdict or for vacating, modifying, or otherwise disturbing a judgment or order,
unless refusal to take such action appears to the court inconsistent with
substantial justice. The court at every stage of the proceeding must disregard
any error or defect in the proceeding which does not affect the substantial rights
of the parties.
The judgment was consistent with the formula set forth in the complaint.

The

appellant was served with the complaint and did not contest the formula.
The formula utilized at the time the divorce judgment was entered was authorized by
federal law which is paramount in determining the allocation of military retirement benefits.
Subsequent to the entry of the Judgment Congress amended the law with the relation to the
allocation of such benefits. However, the National (Defense Authorization Act (NOAA) of
2017 provides in 641(b):
Application of Amendments.-the amendments made by subsection (a) shall
apply with respect to any division of property as part of a final decree of divorce,
dissolution, annulment or legal separation involving a member of the Armed
Forces to which section 1408 of title 10, United States Code, applies that
become final after the date of enactment of this Act. (Emphasis added.)
This language is conclusive of the appellant's claim.
VI. CONCLUSION

The magistrate's decision is affirmed.
The respondent seeks an award of attorney fees, asserting "Petitioner [respondent] is
entitled to her attorney fees and costs associated with this appeal pursuant to
Idaho Code § 12-121, Idaho Rules of Family Law Procedure 901-909, and all other
applicable state law." Respondent's Brief at 8.
In order to be entitled to attorney fees on appeal, authority and argument
establishing a right to fees must be presented in the first brief filed by a party
with this Court. Idaho App. R. 35(b)(5), 41; Goldman v. Graham, 139 Idaho
945, 947-48, 88 P.3d 764, 766-67 (2004). A citation to statutes and rules
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authorizing fees, without more, is insufficient. Goldman, 139 Idaho at 947-48,
88 P.3d at 766-67 . Although both parties cite to the Idaho Appellate Rules, they
submit no argument in their briefs as to why fees should be awarded under any
statute or contract provision. Thus, we decline to award attorney fees to either
party on appeal. Barley v. Smith, 149 Idaho 171, 187, 233 P.3d 102, 118
(2010).
The respondent's request for attorney fees is denied, as lacking authority and
argument. Additionally, the appellant was correct in the argument relative to the nature of the
judgment as a default, not stipulated.
Dated this

(

~

day of October 2019.
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I hereby certify that on _ _ October
_ _ _18,
_ 2019
_ _ _ _ _ , I served a true and correct
copy of the foregoing document as notice pursuant to the Idaho Rules to each of the parties
of record as follows:

JOHN A. MILLER
BOISE LAW GROUP
250 S. 5TH ST., SUITE 850
BOISE, ID 83709
KEVIN DINIUS
DINIUS LAW
5680 E. FRANKLIN RD., SUITE 130
NAMPA, ID 83687
HON. ANNIE MCDEVITT
MAGISTRATE JUDGE

PHIL MCGRANE
Clerk of the District Court
Ada County, Idaho

By

x,u.c4~
Deputy Clerk
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NO. -----=FUD=----A.M.-----P.M. _ _ __

MAR 12 2019
PHIL McGRANE, Clerk
By CASSIE JARDINE
OEPl1TY

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,

Case No. CV-DR-2008-16162

Petitioner,
vs.

ORDER CLARIFYING DIVISION
OF MILITARY RETIREMENT

KURT BROMUND,
Respondent.

The parties' stipulated Judgment and Decree of Divorce ("Judgment") was filed on
November 17, 2008. The Judgment provides:
Plaintiff is awarded her community interest share of Defendant's eventual military
retirement benefits. Her share of said benefit shall be determined by the following
formula:
Number of days of the marriage/Number of days of Defendant's active duty x 1/2
x Net disposable retirement benefit
The Court shall retain jurisdiction over this subject matter until such time as this
asset is successfully allocated pursuant to a domestic relations order or its
equivalent, if necessary.
Judgment, page 3 (emphasis added).
The parties cannot agree as to the dollar amount that should be substituted for "net
disposable retirement benefit." Respondent essentially argues that the net disposable
retirement benefit should be calculated using a formula valuing what the retirement
would have been upon the date of divorce. This formula was codified by the National
Defense Authorization Act of 201 7. Petitioner argues the net disposable retirement
benefit is the total amount of Respondent's current retirement benefit. To resolve this
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dispute the Court looks to both the law in effect at the time of the Judgment, rather than
the new law effective 2017, and the language of the Judgment itself to determine the
parties' intent.
There are two different methods for apportioning the benefits: the accrued benefit
method and the time rule method. "The accrued benefit method values the community
interest as one-half of the difference between the value of the retirement account at the
date of divorce and the value at the date of marriage." Barley v. Smith, 149 Idaho 171,
184-185, 233 P.3d 102, 115-116 (2010) (quoting Hunt v. Hunt, 137 Idaho 18, 21 , 43 P.3d
777, 780 (2002)). This is essentially what is called for by the National Defense
Authorization Act of 2017. "Conversely, '[t]he time rule values the community interest
in the retirement benefits as one-half of the fraction of the years of the community service
under the plan, divided by the total years of service."' Id.
In other words, the accrued benefit rule values the retirement at the time of
divorce, while the time rule method values the retirement at the time of retirement. "[I]t
can be argued that using the time rule is equivalent to giving the non-member spouse an
interest in the member's separate property. On the other hand, using the accrued benefits
approach is tantamount to saying that the time contributed during the earlier years of
employment is ofless value than the later years." Hunt, 13 7 Idaho at 21; 43 P .3d at 780.
The Court finds the parties' intended to utilize the time rule method. This is
evident by the formula they agreed upon in the stipulated Judgment. The parties valued
the community interest in Respondent's retirement benefits as one-half of the fraction of
the years of the community service divided by the total years of service. Additionally,
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the parties' use of the words "eventual military retirement benefits" signifies they were
looking to utilize the eventual retirement amount Respondent would receive.
The Court directs the parties to work together to draft an order dividing the
military retirement benefits using the dollar amount of Respondent's net disposable
retirement benefits upon the date of his retirement.

0.NNIEQMCDEVITT, Magistrate Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I hereby certify that on the 12th day of March 2019, I served a true and accurate
photocopy of the foregoing document to the persons identified below by the method indicated:

Attorney for Petitioner
Kevin Dinius
efile@d i niuslaw .com

Attorney for Respondent
John Miller
filings@boiselawgroup.com

Phil McGrane
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,
nkaKRISTINA HENRICKSON,
Petitioner-Respondent,

Supreme Court Case No. 47602
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS

vs.

KURT E. BROMUND,
Respondent-Appellant.
I, PHIL McGRANE, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the
State of Idaho in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify:
There were no exhibits offered for identification or admitted into evidence during the
course of this action.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the said
Court this 8th day of January, 2020.
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,
nka KRISTINA HENRICKSON,

Supreme Court Case No. 47602
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Petitioner-Respondent,
vs.
KURT E. BROMUND,
Respondent-Appellant

I, PHIL McGRANE, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I have
personally served or mailed, by either United States Mail or Interdepartmental Mail, one copy of
the following:
CLERK'S RECORD
to each of the Attorneys of Record in this cause as follows:

JOHN A. MILLER

KEVIN E. DINIUS

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT

BOISE, IDAHO

NAMPA, IDAHO

Date of Service:

JAN O8 2020
--------
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA
KRISTINA BROMUND,
nka KRISTINA HENRICKSON,
Petitioner-Respondent,

Supreme Court Case No. 47602
CERTIFICATE TO RECORD

vs.
KURT E. BROMUND,
Respondent-Appellant.
I, PHIL McGRANE, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of
Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in the aboveentitled cause was compiled under my direction and is a true and correct record of the pleadings and
documents that are automatically required under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules, as well as those
requested by Counsel.
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the Notice of Appeal was filed in the District Court on the 27th
day ofNovember, 2019.
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